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WHERE

Do WE STAND Vis A VIS OUR MAJOR COMPETITORS
IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES?

Phyllis Eisen*
THE BODY OF KNOWLEDGE on the development of human resources is growing so rapidly, it is extremely exciting. I want to say,
prefacing all of my remarks, that you are going to hear a note of optimism, not of fear from me or from the National Association of Manufacturers (NAM).
In that regard, welcome to the age of anxiety; welcome to the age
of corporate bashing; welcome to the age of continuous White Water.
We are all in this together. There is no calm water anymore. It used to
be you could take time off and think about what you were doing. Then
you would rush back to the White Water, but it is all in those fast
boats now.
Welcome to, as I said, the age of opportunity. Most of all, welcome to "silly season" in this country, the months before a national
election where anything is true and nothing is true. A time when it is
hard to parse out what is really happening in the light of conflicting
agendas, needs for getting elected, and the always fun process of
manipulating statistics.
Mostly, welcome to the age of partnerships. I am going to lead
with that and end with that because the truth is, we are living in a
John Wayne country where every individual and every organization
would still like to go it alone.
The old saying if you need to get it done, do it yourself is now
mixed with the reality that no one has the resources to do that. We all
live in a global world. We do not need to redescribe it because we are
all living it. It has come to our little piece of the world, which is some
of the reason for that anxiety. It is coming to the little cbrners and
neighborhoods and communities.
Within that context, we must talk partnerships and how we get
from here to there in our own stumbling fashion that often describes
the American way of doing things. We are not neat, but we are creative, and we do tend to get there, even if we have to redefine what it
means when we get there.
Let me tell you what NAM is. We like to think we are the most
powerful industrial trade association in the country, and we have
* Phyllis Eisen is Senior Policy Director for the National Association of Manufacturers in
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worked very hard to get our members' messages across. We are one
hundred years old. We have 14,000 members at present. About 10,000
are small and medium-sized companies, which we define as having 500
or fewer employees. The other 4,000 are standard large companies
from IBM to Xerox to Ford. Sometimes the messages from the larger
companies are different, but they are becoming increasingly very
similar.
We also have 220 vertical trade associations within the association
from the gear manufacturers to the electronics manufacturers and
ninety local and state associations that have been doing training and
local lobbying for years. The net number of our reach is about 250,000
American companies, mostly manufacturers, but also service industries,
particularly ones that support manufacturing: accounting, banking, and
insurance companies.
Since the mid-80s, we have been redefining ourselves because of
downsizing and restructuring. For example, Chrysler sent all of their
accounting work to EDS, but they are still part of the manufacturing
world. They may not be in that company, but they have increased the
number of service jobs that support manufacturing. In fact, current
data is that for every one manufacturing job that is created, seven particular service jobs relating to that one job are created. Again, the picture is not simplistic. As people say, we are losing manufacturing and
becoming a service economy. Again, the line is not that clean.
Why are we here? For 100 years we have spent time telling our
companies to oil their machinery; that technology was key; that workers were less important. We all know why. Having a worker who did
not need to bring his brains to work was okay. Then all that changed.
Welcome to the global economy. We are here because it is a survival
issue. We are looking at how we can enhance our human resources as a
business association that works with a wide variety of organizations in
both government and other private sector groups.
Again, this is not romance. This is not about a United Way contribution. This is not even about making your community better, although
I predict that will happen. It is about economic survival. Workers are
our most important competitive edge right now, and I believe that is
true around the world.
Before I do a brief overview of where I think we are and where we
stand in the management of human resources in relation to other countries, I would like to recount something I heard not too long ago. It is a
true story about a group of trade ministers meeting in one of the central European countries. They were all gathered to see how they could
get into new markets. There was a lot of tumult and talk. Finally, at
the end of this two- or three-day long meeting, one of the wives, who
was sitting around the periphery, stood up and said, "could I have your
attention for a moment, gentlemen?" That is a very brave woman in
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that kind of culture. She said, "I need to say something; the wives need
to say something." She went to the podium and she said, "you know,
all we want to do is go shopping."
That particular view of going shopping is the essence of the global
economy. The world is going shopping; shopping for better skills and
better and cheaper goods; the best of the best for less. We all have to
get in the shopping mode, or be a part of the customer and the consumer simultaneously. The world is shopping for four very critical
things. If we cannot supply them, we cannot remain competitive.
We are shopping for creativity. Without innovation and creativity
and new product design we have nothing to sell. That search is being
carried out all over the world. The race is tremendous for that
creativity.
The world is shopping for competencies. Everybody is looking for
skills. We have an enormous skills gap in this country. Other countries
also have skills gaps. Everyone is shopping for talent. If you do not
have it, you cannot make it. If you cannot make it, you cannot sell it.
We are down, again, to very simple economic terms.
We are reeling for connections, networks, and partnerships. Without the giant Rolodex now, we are all lost. We have to know where to
connect to match our money with others, to leverage new ideas. This is
true across continents and across worlds.
Finally, we are all shopping for money. Business communities,
governments, and individuals are looking for ways to sustain these
changes with enough new resources. The administration has come up
with some ideas. Businesses are trying to look at other ways of obtaining new cash and low-interest loans for their companies just for
training. There are a lot of ideas on the table. But with those four Cs,
we can maintain our competitive edge.
In the last five or six years I did what many other policy people
did, I globe trotted. I looked at the best practices all over the world. I
went with work teams and I learned a lot. I racked up a lot of frequent
flyer miles. I got a big headache because when I went back to the same
places, to Germany, France, England, Italy, Australia, and the Far
East, I found out they were in the same situation we were. They were
reforming their reforms or they were reforming the reforms that they
had already reformed. They, too, were in the same White Water we
were in. And their educators were scrutinizing their educational systems, their dual systems, or their rigidity. In Germany, they were examining why, as we were examining here, were many of our government-led training programs not working? They, and we, were trying to
find out what was working and what was not. What were the new partnerships that had not yet been developed? The only difference between
the United States and our competitors is that we are creating more
jobs. Our record is extremely good.
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Between 1975 and 1995, we created forty-one million new jobs in
this country. Between 1990 and today, we have created eight million
new jobs. That is an extremely impressive number, and the numbers
continue to grow. No, they are not all low-paying jobs. Not everybody
has five part-time jobs. There are a lot of very good jobs that we are
creating in telecommunications, in the high-tech industry. There are
people coming out of the downsized companies and opening up smaller
companies that are particularly high-tech and they are becoming suppliers to the larger companies. There are a lot of jobs being created all
the time here. In comparison, since 1978, all the countries in the European union created only twelve million new jobs. Today the jobless rate
in Germany, Europe's leading economic power, is 10.8 percent, nearly
twice the United States jobless rate of 5.6 percent. Additionally, we
have found that much of the part-time contingent work force in the
United States is not necessarily a cause for alarm. Many have chosen
to work in these contractual contingent jobs and are doing fairly well in
them.
So, again, as far as our competitors are concerned, they are all
examining the value of continued government-led training programs. It
is still very popular to sit around talking about education and training
and then do more of it. In fact, when politicians sit around and agree
on worldwide issues, there may be some reason for skepticism and some
reason for concern. It is something that we have been used to for a long
time. But the record is not good in any of the countries. Many of them,
particularly in France and Germany, have a long-term history of very
strong social partners; of unions and business and labor and educators
working together in a social contract. For them it has worked quite
well.
That is not how we work in the United States, and I do not think
that is where we are heading. We have the traditional confficting relationship among our policy makers, labor, and management and yet we
are increasingly becoming partners in the areas upon which we agree.
One of these areas is education and training, and how we can create
the most skilled work force in the world.
There is a shift of responsibility down from the federal government
in this country and an increasing shift in other countries, as well, to
local entities to drive education and training programs. Education is
important because if the mantra now is lifelong employability; if the
mantra is lifelong learning; if we know there is no more job security,
then we need to look at new ways of shoring up the kind of education,
not just training, that our current future work force needs.
I must admit at NAM we have concentrated for the last five or six
years on the incumbent work force. So much flux and so much change
is going on that we have made that our area of concentration. The
elementary system is so critical in this country, the grades between kin-
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dergarten and twelfth grade. The current work force has to be constantly reinforced. We support it a hundred percent.
I spent three years on a journey around the country. In partnership with the Department of Labor, I led a study that changed my life.
I thought I knew about things and about people and about companies.
But, I learned the truth. We had conversations with about a thousand
of our member companies, both large and small. We found a series of
success stories. We went and asked our companies what they thought
about their work forces. To whom did they go when they wanted to
change? How did they do this? Were there bigger problems if it was a
union company? Was there a bigger problem if it was a small company? What was going on out there?
The first surprise was that sixty-seven percent said they could not
technologically change with their current work force. That could essentially be the death of manufacturing. We found out, too, that in the
smaller and medium-sized companies, where the resources were thin,
they had a hard time sustaining change. They were hitting the wall.
Even those who had found that "the high-performance work organization" was the way to go, it was a difficult route.
Did they not trust the schools? They often partnered with the
schools. Companies have been supporting schools for years. Unfortunately, many of them have been doing that by merely providing computers that ended up in the basements of the local schools. They provided no one, however, to train the teachers or the students how to use
them. That became a policy that was not working. But they certainly
did not trust their schools any more than they trusted their government
to deliver services to them.
So we asked, what could be done? Where were the appropriate
partners? They said they wanted their national business associations to
lead, whether it was a chamber of commerce or the NAM, or the many
other business associations, similar to a number of European models. In
Europe, business associations have been taking the lead for years pulling companies into these partnerships. As a result, we held a series of
meetings around the country with CEOs who had done something significant in their work force change to move toward high-performance
goals of empowerment, teaming, and cross-training. All of the new
work reorganization structures were supposedly being copied from the
Saturn plants of the world or Ford or G.E. We pulled these companies
together with companies who were not doing anything, but who wanted
to do something.
We got extraordinary results. We got literally thousands of phone
calls. We had no idea how to respond to that sort of response in any
kind of coordinated fashion. But, it was clear that there was a need.
They wanted to change.
Paul Osterman of MIT agrees with a number of studies that we
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have done. He is quite optimistic about what is going on in companies
outside of this country. They are valuing their workers and they are
looking to change. We are looking at a twenty to twenty-five percent
increase in the number of companies who are digging in and who are
beginning to value their workers, providing them with opportunities for
that change. The education and training needed to underpin those
changes has clearly been very thin, again, particularly in the smaller to
medium-sized companies where there has been extraordinary growth. I
learned the other day that one of our companies is now out-sourcing
eighty-five percent of all of their work to small and medium-sized suppliers. They are keeping just a small core on hand. This is becoming
true across the country. In realizing this, we decided to seek some additional partners and design a model that we hope is going to make a
difference. To code the partnership for a smarter work force we must
stress high-performance work. We must use partners to create the ability to move to high-performance work.
Out of the NAM, our manufacturing institute, which is our educational arm, we asked a number of large member companies to bring
their supplier network to the table. Right now we are working with two
companies, Inland Steel in Illinois and Textron in Massachusetts.
Through the customer/supplier relationship, which is a strong one, they
have been asked to come together for two years to participate in a program of education and training for their work force and a series of
inter-firm connections.
We think this is one piece of the puzzle. We would like to be able
to do this in fifty states in five years. We would like to think that the
suppliers of the suppliers of the suppliers will hook onto this project or
we are not going to be happy.
The Council for Adult Experiential Learning in Chicago and the
Industrial Services Program are brokers of providers. They are brokers
of community colleges, where training is the best. Customized programs are going to be made for each of these companies. It is a slow,
somewhat laborious process, but what we have been doing before has
not been working. This is going to be a very targeted process. In addition to providing them over a two-year period with the correct provider
to do the training, and it could be a community college, it could be a
technical school, it could be a university; they are going to work together as well.
What we learned in our last project was that the people involved
wanted to interact and exchange ideas as much as possible. We are
encouraging plant teams to mix and match with each other. We provide the resources and, hopefully, in that process, they will share ideas
about success and successful strategies. The OECD is very excited
about a process they are going through that they call monitoring. It is
the same thing; looking at success stories, sharing with each other.
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In addition, we are going to look to match up smaller companies
with local schools or partnerships in an effort for them to see how they
can get involved with skilled work programs and with apprenticeship
programs. We do not have a system here as they have in Europe and
other parts of the world. We are trying to encourage that system with
work-based programs.
Finally, we are going to do what we call a return-investment-forlearning tool. One of the problems is that it is hard for these soft issues
to be looked at as important when you get to the quarterly board meeting and you have to show your bottom-line dollar. We want to turn
those soft activities and the soft money into hard economic data.
Over two years these companies have significantly saved Workers'
Compensation costs and health care costs. They have reduced scrap
rate, reduced tardy rates, and absenteeism. They showed great productivity, which is all that companies care about, and we are producing
more than we were before, we are growing. We can, therefore, sustain
change. Sustaining change is not the most difficult thing. Getting it
started is not that hard. What is difficult is sustaining it and creating a
community of relationships.
And that brings me to the last "C" of the going-shopping process;
communities. I mentioned earlier work force development. Work force
development is economic development now. It is growth, productivity,
and success. Ultimately, in communities where these companies work,
and many of them work together in similar communities, there will be
some consortium established with each other and some of the skilled
resources they need will be raised.
I would like to discuss growth and the so-called "killer corporations." Corporations and businesses have truly become scapegoats.
They are tabbed as the reason, to a great extent, for the economic anxiety created by downward wages and wage stagnation. Economic change
brings anxiety to everybody. Change is tough. It is bringing about its
own set of readjustments, and it will never be the same.
There is a Jewish term, a Yiddish term, kuch lefel. It means "giant mixing spoon." What has happened is that we have all stirred the
pot with this giant mixing spoon. If you use the spoon, according to
Jewish lore, the soup that you are stirring is never the same; it can
never come back. That is what is happening and it is causing legitimate
anxiety.
Even if one's own job is not at stake, everyone knows other jobs
are. There seems to be a perception of fear. But in order to change
that, we need to understand what our own achievements are, and they
have been significant. We need to increase growth and increase compensation for workers. That is something that is not usually talked
about.
Workers have significantly increased their compensation packages
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through 401-K plans, through cafeteria plans, through child care, or
through stock options. There are a lot of workers here who are getting
very rich in this country, and, again, that is a story that is not often
told.
We think that the answer to a lot of the anxiety, or at least an
important part of the puzzle, is growth. We challenge our companies to
move beyond the two-and-a-half percent growth rate and go to a three
or four percent growth rate. That is what will create new jobs and new
opportunities and new compensation packages and deal with some of
these other issues that are bringing along this anxiety. But it is not just
about wage stagnation. There are a lot of other factors that are causing
all of us to have less money in our pockets.
We used to have eighty percent of our tax dollar; now we only
have sixty percent of it. It is harder for our kids to get a home. The tax
system is in great need of scrutiny. It is in need of a great deal of
change, which I suspect we will be talking about for the next two or
three years.
We are getting an increasingly closer look at the regulation policies of the federal government. We believe that regulations can be dealt
with in a more moderate way. There needs to be more deregulation, in
appropriate places, that will not cause harm to workers. There are government policies in tax codes and regulations that can bring about
growth. The private sector can bring about growth by increasing training and education and the skills of their workers to bring about more
creativity to introduce more products. We all need to work together,
both the private and public sector, to make this change an opportunity
for us. As it is now, the worker is being played as a victim. There is a
lot of victim talk out there. We are all walking around feeling somewhat bruised. How could this have happened to us? How did it happen? It happened because the world changed.
The worker has as much responsibility for his new skills and new
training and new education as the corporation does and as government
does to change those policies. We are not all involved in that process.
We think the American worker is the best worker in the world and,
properly trained, they can create just about anything, but the environment has to be there for them to do it.
We just put out a monograph on exports, and it is an astounding
picture of growth for those companies who are exporting. More and
more small companies are exporting. They are really getting into the
game. Most of the suppliers with whom we are associated are involved
in exporting in one way or the other, or they want to get involved in it.
According to one study, the growth of workers' salaries has the
potential to increase twenty percent as companies begin to export.
There is nowhere much to go in this country. If you do not have world
market share, you will not be as successful.
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It is a world of knowledge. We really are a country of brains now
and not brawn, which is a big change. The American worker has more
and more opportunities than ever.
Corporations that belong to our organization, the 200,000 plus, are
ready to stand up and offer those opportunities to workers as long as
they are doing their share as well, and as long as government is doing
its share. We have to do it together or we will all go down together.

